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DETAILED ACTION 

In response to the amendment filled on 07/23/2007, the finality [Office Action 
3/22/2007] is withdrawn. Per the persuasive arguments filled on 7/23/2007 regarding 
the rejection of claims 2-6 and 13-18 under 35 USC 1 12 second paragraph, all the 
rejections under 35 USC 112 second paragraph is withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently nannes joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1, 7-8, 10, 19, 22, 24, 27, 32 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Snyder et al (US 6195474). 
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With respect to claim 7 (exemplary claim) Snyder discloses enhancing an image 
that includes a reproducing an image in visible form based on an input image data on 
an output device, (see figure 16) and executing a function automatically changing a part 
of selected image by the user and the selected part is less than the whole, (see col. 8, 
lines 50-68, wherein the user selected subregion is adjusted), as claimed. However, he 
fails explicitly disclose the dynamic range i.e. changing the dynamic range, and a range 
of image information ... is widened compared to a range of image ... when the function 
... is executed, as claimed. But, Snyder does adjust the contrast in the selected 
subregion, (see col. 8, lines 52-54), and the adjusting the contrast is read as the 
"changing dynamic range" because as defined in the specification page 9, lines 23-24, 
and this contrast change widened the range of the part of the image that is viewed, the 
dynamic range changing is done in order to help the viewer view the part with the grater 
detail, and by adjusting the contrast does the same function. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time of invention to articulate the 
contrast adjustment "changing dynamic range" in order to help the user view the 
subregion "part" with moire detail. 

With respect to claims 8 and 10, Snyder disclose the invention substantially as 
disclose and as describe above. However, he fails to disclose, the specifying area is 
specified by using the touch panel where the viewer selects the area, as claimed. 
Examiner would like to take the official Notice as the selection of the area using the 
touch panel is well known in the art in apparatus such as games, PDA's, etc. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time of invention to 
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articulate tlie well known feature in the art of the touch panel in order to select the 
desired area to do the dynamic range change of an image. 

With respect to claim 22, Snyder fails to explicitly calls for reflectance ratio, as 
claimed. But, one ordinary skilled in the art at the time of invention can articulate the 
reference of Snyder to have the refelectance ratio as the reflectance ratio is one of the 
component in the Image. 

With respect to claim 27, Snyder further discloses a display (see figure 16) as 
claimed. 

Claim 1 , 32 and 35 is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection 
of claim 7, as claim 1 , 32 and 35 is claiming similar subject matter as claim 7. 

Claim 19 is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of claim 22, 
as claim 19 is claiming similar subject matter as claim 22. 

Claim 24 is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of claim 27, 
as claim 24 is claiming similar subject matter as claim 27. 

4. Claims 9, and 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Snyder et al (US 6195474)) in view of Molloy (US 6078349). 

With respect to claims 9 and 11-12, Snyder disclose the invention substantially 
as disclose and as describe above. However, he fails to disclose action of the viewer 
viewing the image is a movement of the viewer eye and the area selected is by the eye 
movement having a line of sight detection apparatus, as claimed. Molloy teaches a 
display apparatus that includes a action of the viewer viewing the image is a movement 
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of the viewer eye and the area selected is by the eye movement having a line of sight 
detection apparatus, (see col, 4, lines 29-39, wherein the display 14 does have a screen 
12 the viewer 10 controls the focus of a region 18 by the eye tracking technology see 
col. 9 lines 43-50) as claimed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the 
time of invention to combine the two references because they are analogous as they 
are solving similar problem of image enhancement. The Snyder does include some sort 
of a user interaction in order to do the dynamic range change of the image and the user 
interaction as taught by the Molloy can be introduce in place of the user interaction of 
the Snyder in order to enhance the display of the image. 

5. Claims 2, 3-4, 6, 13, 14, 16, 20, 21, 23, 25, 26, 28, 33-34 and 36 as best 
understood are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ueda et al 
(US 5953459) in view of Snyder et al (US 6195474). 

With respect to claim 3 (exemplary claim) as best understood Ueda discloses an 
image data input (see figure 2, 10); an image output device (see figure 2, 19); a tone 
conversion characteristic varying device (see figure 39, 132, and col. 38, lines 58-61) 
and image processing device to create the image per the tone characteristic set 
selected by the viewer, (see col. 38 line 58 through col. 39, line 6, the "automatically" is 
read as the processing done by the CPU); the function for ... reproduced image is 
executed, a range of out put values ... is wider after executing the function, (see the and 
col. 38, lines 58-61, the values of y is chosen by the user and this values can be 
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increased or decreased per the interest of the viewer and therefore the values are 
widen or not per the function in equation 5 in col. 39, and these values can be less than 
or more than the entire range of the possible out put values) as claimed. However, he 
fails to explicitly disclose the at least a part of the image and wherein the part is less 
than the whole, as claimed. Snyder teaches least a part of the image and wherein the 
part is less than the whole, (see col. 8, lines 50-68, wherein the user selects a 
subregion) as claimed. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the two references as they are analogous because they are 
solving the similar problem of image processing in order to enhance the image. The 
teaching of Snyder can be incorporated in the system of Ueda in order to have the 
viewer view the image on the display with more clarity. 

With respect to claim 4, Ueda further discloses the playback apparatus being the 
printer, (see figure 38, 1 1'6) as claimed. 

With respect to claim 6, Ueda disclose the invention substantially as disclose and 
as describe above. However, he fails to disclose the output device is the display device 
and the specifying area is specified by using the touch panel where the viewer selects 
the area, as claimed. Examiner would like to take the official Notice as the features of 
having the image output device be a display device and the selection of the area using 
the touch panel is well known in the art in apparatus such as PDA's, the output data 
could very well be displayed and could be selected using the touch panel etc. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time of 
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invention to simply use the well known feature in the art of the touch panel display 
system in order to select the desired area to do the tone conversion of the image. 

Claims 2, 13, 33-34 and 36 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the 
rejection of claim 3, as claims 2, 13, 33-34 and 36 are claiming similar subject matter as 
claim 3. 

Claims 20, 21 and 23 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the 
rejection of claim 22, as claims 20, 21 and 23 are claiming similar subject matter as 
claim 22. 

Claims 25, 26 and 28 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the 
rejection of claim 27, as claims 25, 26 and 28 are claiming similar subject matter as 
claim 27. 

With respect to claims 14 and 16, Ueda disclose the invention substantially as 
disclose and as describe above. However, he fails to disclose the action of the viewer 
is a manual input to a touch panel device and the specifying area is specified by using 
the touch panel where the viewer select the area, as claimed. Examiner would like to 
take the official Notice as the features of having the image output device be a touch 
panel display device and the selection of the area using the touch panel is well known in 
the art in apparatus such as PDA's, the output data could very well be displayed data as 
long as there is an image memory (see figure 38, 132 output image memory) and could 
be selected using the touch panel etc. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinary skilled in the art, at the time of invention to simply use the well known feature in 
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the art of the touch panel display system in order to select the desired area to do the 
tone conversion of the image. 

6. Claims 5, 15 and, 17-1 8 as best understood are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Ueda et al (US 5953459) in view of Snyder et al (US 
6195474) and in further view of Molloy (US 6078349). 

With respect to claim 5, Ueda and Snyder disclose the invention substantially as 
disclose and as describe above. However, they fail to disclose the output device be the 
display device, and the area specifying device comprises a line of sight detection 
apparatus and action of the viewer viewing the image is a movement of the viewer eye 

I 

and the area selected is' by the eye movement having a line of sight detection apparatus 
(as claimed in claims 15 and 17-18), as claimed. Examiner would like to take the official 
Notice as the features of having the image output device be a display device, as the 
image output data could very well be displayed on a display before printing the image 
data as long as there is an image memory (see figure 38, 132 output image memory). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to simply use the well known feature in the art of the touch panel display 
system in order to select the desired area to do the tone conversion of the image. 
Molloy teaches a display apparatus that includes a action of the viewer viewing the 
image is a movement of the viewer eye and the area selected is by the eye movement 
having a line of sight detection apparatus, (see col. 4, lines 29-39, wherein the display 
14 does have a screen 12 the viewer 10 controls the focus of a region 18 by the eye 
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tracking technology see col. 9 lines 43-50) as claimed. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time of invention to combine the 

I 

references because they are analogous as they are solving similar problem of image 
enhancement. The Ueda and Snyder does include some sort of a user interaction in 
order to do the tone conversion of the image and the user interaction as taught by the 
Molloy can be introduce in place of the user interaction of the Ueda in order to enhance 
the display of the image.- 



Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 29-31 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 

but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 

I 

the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 7/23/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Also, applicant's attention is diverted to the response to the arguments 
made in office action dated 3/22/2007. 

Applicant argues that the limitations to the independent claims 1 , and 7 are not 
taught by the reference. Examiner disagrees and would like to point the attention of the 
applicant to the rejection of claims 1 and 7 above. Applicant argues that the reference 
Snyder is teaching away and therefore the rejection should be withdrawn. 
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Examiner disagrees, Snyder in col. 9, lines 12-21 teaches that the contrast can 
be added or subtracted ^s selected to the selected part of the image. That is the image 
is narrowed or widened,! as claimed. 

Therefore, the rejections are maintained. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

I 

examiner should be directed to Vikkram Bali whose telephone number is 571.272.7415. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00 AM - 3:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eileen Lillis can be reached on 571.272.6928. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
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